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1. INTRODUCTION
This	Working	 Paper	 reflects	 the	 current	 status	 of	 research	 in	 the	social	sciences	and	humanities	(in	the	following:	SSH	research)	in	the	 context	 of	 European	 research	 policy.1	 It	 examines	 three	 see-
mingly	separate	issues:	the	recent	development	of	research	policy,	both	
in	 terms	of	actual	 funding	as	well	as	 its	 rhetoric;	 the	actual	history	of	
SSH	research	within	the	European	Union	research	funding	instruments;	
and	the	epistemological	characteristics	of	SSH	research.	Tying	these	is-
sues	 together	will	 provide	a	better	understanding	of	where	 the	 social	
sciences	and	humanities	stand,	what	their	capacities	are,	and	what	they	
























there	are	 three	 important	 restrictions	 to	announce	 right	away.	 (1)	 The	
ambition	of	this	document	 is	not	to	 lay	out	 in	detail	what	kind	of	SSH	




November	 2018	Austrian	 EU	Presidency	Conference	 “Impact	 of	 Social	
Sciences	and	Humanities	for	a	European	Research	Agenda	–	Valuation	
of	 SSH	 in	mission-oriented	 research”.	 It	 deals	with	 the	 topic	 in	 three	
instalments.	First,	 it	will	discuss	recent	trends	in	research	funding.	Se-
cond,	it	provides	a	brief	historical	overview	of	the	efforts	of	integrating	
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oriented	 research	 funding	parts	of	 the	FP	specifically.	 In	 the	 following	
three	instalments,	a	closer	look	at	each	of	those	trends	is	provided.










with	 its	 flagship	 “innovation	 union”	 (European	 Commission	 2010)	 has	






























(3)	Even	 the	 focus	on	 the	FP	and	 its	sprawling	set	of	 funding	 inst-
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contractual	cooperation	–	with	all	the	problems	and	opportunities	that	































mic	 impact	of	 knowledge	production	 is	 rather	easily	assessed,	usually	
because	it	is	so	entrenched	in	statistics	(Godin	2009,	27).	Similarly,	while	




































funding	 and	 the	 new	 emphasis	 on	 tackling	 societal	 challenges	mean	
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3. HISTORICAL ASSESSMENT 
OF INTEGRATING SSH
Against	the	backdrop	of	the	general	context	of	recent	developments	












and	 König	 2017),	 has	 increased	 over	 the	 past	 two	 decades,	 and	with	
regards	to	two	aspects.
In	his	analysis	of	SSH	 in	Europe	 from	2010,	Nikos	Kastrinos	 (2010)	
found	that,	despite	the	emphasis	of	research	priorities	and	thematic	ori-
entations,	European	research	funding	then	was	moving	more	and	more	
towards	 a	 “diffusion-oriented	 model”,	 emphasising	 capacity	 building	
over	fulfilling	a	distinct	mission	(301).	This	would	also	remain	the	case	
with	 the	 eighth	 edition	 of	 the	 Framework	 Programme,	 Horizon	 2020,	
even	though	the	missions-approach	would	soon	make	a	comeback.	The	
second	observation	was	that	the	EU	research	programmes	had	emerged	






ties,	 “in	 comparative	 terms”	 the	 FP’s	 own	dedicated	 research	 funding	
for	SSH	“has	been	the	largest	targeted	programme	in	Europe”	that	was	
available	for	research	in	social	sciences	and	humanities	(304).
RUNNING UP TO HORIZON 2020
Kastrinos	article	 summarised	 the	 state	of	development	 for	SSH	 re-
search	shortly	before	negotiations	of	the	eighth	edition	of	the	FP	(Horizon	
2020,	which	was	 scheduled	 to	begin	with	2014),	 and	 the	 role	of	SSH	
research	in	it,	started.	However,	to	understand	the	debate	that	followed,	
it	 is	 important	 to	 also	 take	 into	 consideration	 the	 broader	 context	 of	
that	 time.	 The	 diffusion-oriented	 approach	 of	 defining	 broad	 thematic	
challenges,	 the	growing	 importance	of	coordination	of	 research	policy	









rent	 types	 of	 impact	 along	 two	dimensions	 (expected	 vs.	 unexpected,	








WHAT THESE TRENDS MEAN FOR SSH RESEARCH
Based	on	this	tour	de	force,	we	can	briefly	summarise	the	constraints	
that	 current	 trends	 in	 research	 funding	pose	on	SSH	 research	 specifi-








the	continued	paradigm	of	 innovation	policy	that	a	dual	shift	 is	 taking	
place.	On	the	one	hand,	this	shift	 is	moving	away	from	the	excellence	
rhetoric	that	was	behind	the	drive	to	reinvigorate	the	European	Research	




A	critical	 issue	of	 this	 summary	 is	 that	much	depends	on	 the	SSH	
communities	themselves:	 it	 is	up	to	them	to	get	 involved	and	to	make	
sure	their	considerable	amount	of	expertise	is	better	heard.	This	call	for	
active	 involvement	 is	not	new.	The	next	section	aims	to	 take	a	 look	at	












additional	 political	 disturbances	 in	 getting	 their	 ambitious	 programme	
through.	It	aimed	at	not	having	to	overthrow	the	conception	behind	the	
Horizon	2020	programme,	and	therefore	remained	conciliatory	but	firm.






















































2011).	 In	 those	and	other	comments	and	 interventions,	 the	core	argu-
ments	can	be	extrapolated	in	the	following	way:	(1)	To	express	fear	about	
the	 “downsizing”	 of	 SSH	 in	 Horizon	 2020.	 (2)	 To	 emphasise	 the	 need	
for	 specific	 topics	and	“Social	Sciences	and	Humanities	 (SSH)-centred	
challenges”	(EASH	2011)	that	serve	the	purpose	of	the	SSH	community.	




While	 this	 spray	 of	 arguments	 hardly	 represented	 a	 stringent	 lob-





reflected	 in	 the	 tackling	 of	 the	 grand	 societal	 challenges”	 (Myklebust	
2012).	In	response,	the	European	Commission	launched	an	information	
campaign	on	its	own.	The	then	Commissioner	Máire	Geoghegan-Quinn	
and	 the	 leading	management	 of	 the	Directorate	General	 for	Research	
and	 Innovation,	 headed	 by	 Robert	 Jan	 Smits,	went	 long	 distances	 to	














the	 ‘silos’	 of	 different	 disciplines”	 (Geoghegan-Quinn	 2011b;	 see	 also	
Young	2015).	In	other	words,	the	Commissioner	accepted	the	instalment	
of	 an	 additional	 “challenge”	which	was	 perceived	 as	 the	 one	 dedica-
















officials).17	 Research	 proposals,	 submitted	 on	 funding	 calls,	 are	 evalu-




Horizon	 2020	 insofar	 as	 they	 consist	 of	 experts	 that	 suggest	 fields	 of	
research	and	 therefore	often	help	 shaping	 the	Work	Programmes	and	
funding	calls.	The	advisory	groups	are	put	together	by	the	Commission	
services	and	meet	on	average	 two	 to	 three	 times	every	 year.	 The	 size	
of	each	panel	varies,	and	in	some	groups	there	are	not	only	 individual	









2013),	 the	Commission	–	as	 the	executive	arm	of	 the	European	Union	
–	 took	 the	 task	 of	 integration	 very	 seriously.	 SSH	 integration	 became	
one	of	several	 “cross-cutting	 issues”	 running	across	 the	entire	FP.	The	
Commission	set	up	measures	for	better	integrating	SSH	into	the	other	six	
Societal	Challenges	as	well	as	into	other	parts	of	Horizon	2020,	meaning	
that	 its	 routines	and	procedures	were	amended	 in	a	way	that	 funding	
calls	 could	 require	participation	of	SSH	partners.	 Such	 calls	would	be	





Given	 those	 efforts,	 it	 is	 therefore	worth	 assessing	briefly	 to	what	
degree	the	Commission’s	efforts	bore	fruit.	The	Vilnius	Declaration	from	
2013	 (Mayer,	 König,	 and	 Nowotny	 2013)	 defined	 four	 “conditions	 for	
the	successful	integration	of	Social	Sciences	and	Humanities	in	Horizon	






of	 topics	actually	 flagged	for	SSH	 integration	 (2),	and	yet	another	one	
concerns	the	actual	overall	distribution	to	SSH	research	(3).
To	understand	the	significance	and	context	of	those	indicators,	it	is	
important	 to	briefly	 reiterate	 the	processes	 from	developing	a	 funding	
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tunity	of	“flagging”	of	specific	 topics	 (and,	 thereby,	dedicated	 funding	
budgets),	 it	 is	 yet	another	story	how	much	 funding	actually	ended	up	
in	projects	that	had	at	least	one	SSH	partner	on	board.	To	that	end,	the	
annual	Commission	reports	have	developed	a	useful	composite	indicator,	
which	 allows	 to	 better	 judge	 the	 actual	 SSH	 integration	 of	 each	 pro-





















4. CHALLENGES IN SSH























(to	 treat	all	 the	same	way),	but	 it	does	not	necessarily	make	sense	 in	
terms	of	efficiency	–	since	the	social	sciences	and	humanities	arguably	
have	a	more	complex	relationship	to	truth,	power,	and	knowledge	than	
their	 siblings	 from	 the	 sciences.	 It	may	well	 have	 been	useful	 to	 find	
different	 regimes	 of	 funding	 for	 different	 purposes;	 but	 this	 does	 not	







Lessons to be learnt
What	can	we	learn	from	these	assessments?	Certainly,	the	Commis-
sion	has	put	a	lot	of	efforts	into	enabling,	and	achieving,	integration	of	
SSH	 research	 into	 the	SC	programmes	of	Horizon	2020	 (and	 this	 is	 in	
addition	 to	 the	 funding	 for	SSH	 research	provided	 through	other	 inst-
ruments	of	this	edition	of	the	FP).	On	a	practical	level,	it	seems	to	have	
































policy	makers,	 shifting	away	 from	complaining	 to	making	constructive	
suggestions.
Most	 importantly,	 the	 efforts	 of	 learning	 from	 the	past	 have	 come	
to	fruition	–	among	other	initiatives,	this	holds	true	to	the	fact	that	the-
re	 was	 another	 Conference	 (this	 time	 under	 the	 Austrian	 Presidency,	
in	November	2018)	dedicated	to	discussing	the	role	of	SSH	 in	Horizon	
Europe,24in	 a	 reinvigorated	 joint	 platform	 (now	 slightly	 rebranded	 as	
EASSH),25	and	in	the	continued	efforts	by	the	network	of	National	Con-
























the	 lower	end	of	 the	pecking	order,	SSH	bring	along	expertise	 that	 is	
urgently	needed	specifically	for	the	task	of	tackling	societal	challenges.
	
5. IMPACT RE-LOADED 
IN HORIZON EUROPE
Facing	 the	 overall	 ambition	 of	 Horizon	 Europe	 towards	 impact	 ge-
neration,	 an	 argument	 for	 stronger	 cooperation	 with	 and	 within	 SSH	
is	made	here	to	shift	the	focus	away	from	marginalisation	experiences	
and	lament	of	the	past.	It	was	not	by	chance	that	the	scope	paper	for	
































when	 it	 comes	 to	 the	social	contributions	of	 research.	Given	 this	 fact,	
it	may	be	well	worth	to	reassess	briefly	existing,	highly	instructive	and	
reflective	 literature	on	the	nature	of	social	sciences	and	humanities	to	
give	 credit	 to	 the	diversity	 of	SSH.	By	doing	 so	 this	 section	also	aims	







have	become	standard	 requirements	 for	civil	 servants	as	well	as	aspi-
ring	members	of	the	elite.	And	that	the	knowledge	produced	by	these	








social	 sciences	 and	 humanities	 have	 considerably	 contributed	 to	 the	
ways	we	understand	and	look	at	our	social	world.	If	it	is	true	that	what	
the	natural	and	 life	 sciences	and	engineering	have	contributed	 to	our	
modern	societies	has	become	invisible	(Shapin	2016),	this	is	even	more	
true	 for	 the	 social	 sciences	 and	 the	 humanities,	 simply	 because	 they	
have	a	much	closer	and	direct	 relationship	 to	 society	 (Felt	 2000).	Due	
to	 the	 thematic	orientation	of	SSH	on	matters	of	social	 relevance,	 the	
boundaries	between	academia	and	the	rest	of	 the	world	 is	even	more	




manities	 cannot	 be	 addressed	 in	 full	 detail	 here.	 But	 it	 is	 possible	 to	
point	to	the	following	issues.	As	mentioned	before,	SSH	deals	with	con-
textualised	knowledge,	and	is	not	so	much	about	discovering	universal	





self-reflection,	 to	separate	analysis	 from	value	 judgment	 (Weber	1968;	
Ringer	1997).	SSH	play	an	 important	 role	 in	what	can	be	called	“new	










is	 crucial	 to	 ask	 for	 local	 support	 infrastructure.	 SSH	 sometimes	 have	
the	disadvantage	of	not	being	supported	the	same	way	as	their	STEM	
colleagues	are.
A PRACTICAL WAY FORWARD – FOR SCHOLARS AND 
POLICY MAKERS




















SUGGESTIONS FOR SSH SCHOLARS







•	 the	 capacities	 of	 translating	 between	 academic	 disciplines,	
policy	makers,	and	different	publics	

















scholars	to	the	table	 is	crucial	 if	 interdisciplinary	cooperation	between	
SSH	and	STEM	is	really	expected	to	lead	to	new,	relevant	knowledge.
Funding	calls	sometimes	require	SSH	researchers	to	be	creative	and,	









































SUMMARY OF CLUSTER TABLES
Before	a	joint	lunch	buffet	was	served,	the	discussions	were	summa-
rised	and	presented	to	the	full	audience,	along	two	sets	of	questions:
a.	In	 which	 of	 the	 cluster’s	 topics	 is	 specific	 SSH	 expertise	
required?
b.	What	 concrete	 measures	 can	 help	 Delegates	 and	 NCPs	 to	
facilitate	 integration	 of	 SSH	 in	 the	 cluster?	 Here	 are	 the	
summaries	of	each	of	the	discussion	tables:
HEALTH
a.	All	 topics	 in	 this	 cluster	are	 relevant	 for	SSH	expertise;	much	




SUMMARY OF MEETING 
“SOCIAL SCIENCES 




On	 Friday,	March	 8,	 the	meeting	 “Social	 Sciences	 and	Humanities	
in	Horizon	Europe”	 took	place	on	 the	premises	of	 the	 Institute	 for	Ad-
vanced	 Studies	 (IHS),	 Vienna.	 It	 was	 a	 follow-up	 of	 the	 Austrian	 EU	
Presidency	Conference	 “Impact	of	Social	Sciences	and	Humanities	 for	
a	 European	 Research	 Agenda	 –	 Valuation	 of	 SSH	 in	mission-oriented	
research”,31which	had	taken	place	in	Vienna	on	28-29	November	2018.	
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areas”)	–	there	are	social	impacts,	conflict	potentials,	and	more	
generally,	a	political	economy	to	be	analysed.
b.	Technological	 “solutionism”	 approaches	 may	 not	 be	
enough;39real	 problem	 solving	 requires	 integration	 of	 SSH	 in	





































CIVIL SECURITY FOR SOCIETY
a.	SSH	 is	 crucial	 for	 topics	 such	 as	 radicalisation,	 terrorism,	
prevention,	and	resilience.
b.	Since	 topics	 are	 mostly	 identified	 by	 governments,	 SSH	
representatives	should	get	in	contact	with	NCPs	and	ministries.	
Also,	with	 the	national	 security	 research	programme	KIRAS,38	
there	is	already	a	national	model	available	for	integrating	SSH.








emphasised,	 acting	 as	 a	 support-mechanism	 for	 a	 number	 of	
different	research	projects	and	dealing	with	their	social	impact,	
assessing	also	discriminatory	aspects,	exclusion	and	fears.
CLIMATE AND ENERGY; MOBILITY
a.	All	topics	across	this	cluster	are	relevant	for	SSH.
b.	Evaluation	has	to	be	organised	in	an	interdisciplinary	manner;	
move	 away	 from	 techno-economic,	 sector-specific	 solutions,	
towards	 integrating	 behavioural	 insights	 and	 sociocultural	
practices.	 SSH	 can	 serve	 as	 guidance	 for	 sectoral	 policies	 to	
implement	 R&D-based	 solutions.	 Researchers	 and	 sectoral	
policy	makers	should	step	out	of	their	bubbles	and	get	together	
more	often.
BIOECONOMY, FOOD, NATURAL RESOURCES & ENVI-
RONMENT
a.	There	 are	 “areas	 of	 connectivity”	 (“bio	 economy”,	 “food	
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